A number of countries have experienced genocide in the 20th century. The complexity in terms of the targets and the perpetrators of genocide has generated contradictory narratives and has complicated the interpretation and implementation of the laws of genocide in these countries and internationally. The objective of this paper is to analyse literature on the Rwandan genocide (1994), the Jewish Holocaust (1941-1945 and the Armenian genocide (1915)(1916)(1917) 
Introduction
The objective of this paper is to analyse literature on the implementation of the laws of genocide ideology and the consequences resulting from such implementation in countries such as Rwanda, Israel and Turkey. The paper starts by defining the concepts of genocide and genocide ideology and proceeds by providing documentation on the implementation of the laws of genocide ideology and the consequences in Rwanda. It then proceeds by documenting the circumstances surrounding the decision to implement (or not to implement) the genocide laws and the consequences of such decisions in other genocides cases, such as the Holocaust (1941 Holocaust ( -1945 and the Armenian genocide . The paper concludes with evidence of similarities and differences in the circumstances surrounding each country's narratives of the genocide and enforcement (or not) of the laws of genocide.
Attempts to Define the Term Genocide
There are various definitions of the term genocide. According to Chalk & Jonassohn (1990:1) "genocide is a form of onesided mass killing in which a state or other authority intends to destroy a group, as that group and membership in it are defined by the perpetrator". Harff & Gurr (1988) further define the term genocide as "the promotion and execution of policies by a state or its agents which result in the deaths of a substantial portion of a group ... [when] the victimized groups are defined primarily in terms of their communal characteristics, such as ethnicity, religion or nationality". Most definitions emanate from the one which is provided in Article 2 of the International Convention of the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide, adopted by the United Nations General Assembly on 9 December 1948. Article 2 of the UN's General Assembly Resolution 260A (III) defines the term genocide as "any act committed [by anyone] with intent to destroy, in whole or in part, a national, ethnical, racial or religious group". These acts may include:
(a) "Killing members of the group; (b) Causing serious bodily or mental harm to members of the group; (c) Deliberately inflicting on the group conditions of life calculated to bring about its physical destruction in whole or in part; (d) Imposing measures intended to prevent births within the group; (e) Forcibly transferring children of the group to another group" (United Nations, 1948:1).
Criticisms of the 2008 Rwandan laws of genocide ideology
Among the major criticisms of the 2008 law of genocide ideology and "sectarianism was that it was replete with ambiguity and confusion" (Amnesty International, 2010:1) . It was said that these laws were so confusing that almost all Rwandans, the judges who are responsible for their interpretation and even parliamentarians who made them had no clear understanding of what exactly constitutes genocide ideology nor what conduct is criminal under these laws (Amnesty International, 2010) . In 2006, that is, two years before the Rwandan laws of genocide were passed, the Rwandan Senate report was said to have admitted that it was not easy to provide a "systematic definition" of "genocide ideology" included in the law it had just passed (Rwandan Senate, 2006:16) . "The confusion in this law was further complicated by its focus on perceptions of a speaker's alleged underlying philosophy, rather than whether the speaker's words constitute advocacy of hatred that amounts to violence, discrimination or hostility" (Amnesty International, 2010:2). Another major problem was its violation of international norms of justice such as innocent until proven guilty by the court of law and its violation of the principles of individual guilty (Human Right Watch, 2007: 1) . Some of this law's violations of the principle of individual guilt were based on its prescription that "parents and teachers of children found guilty of teasing must face sentences of 15 to 25 years for the child's conduct" (Amnesty International, 2010:24) . Critics of the Rwandan law of genocide ideology argue that "the principles of "innocent until proven guilty" and the "individual's responsibility" are fundamental principles to the legitimacy of the international judicial system which Rwanda has ratified" (Human Rights Watch, 2010:2-3). They also argue that "such broad laws are particularly dangerous because they are open to political influence in the sense that the State prescribes who to prosecute, on what charges and with what evidence" (Human Rights Watch, 2010:2-3). Such ambiguity and confusion in the Rwandan in the 2008 law of genocide have had major consequences in the administration of justice on both the accusers (i.e. presumed victims) and the accused (i.e. alleged perpetrators). According to Odette Yankurije, the Rwandan principal State Attorney "there were many incidences in which prosecutors would get confused and judges would declare the accusation irrelevant" or would prosecute and punish someone for things "which have nothing to do with the genocide or genocide ideology" (see also Human Rights Watch, 2010:3). For example, according to Amnesty International "One academic researcher in 2005 -before the "genocide ideology" law was promulgated -found that local officials in two communities "almost arbitrarily branded common petty crimes as genocide ideology whenever the alleged victims were Tutsi survivors and the alleged perpetrators were Hutu" (Human Rights Watch, 2010) . In one such case, "a fight between two males (one a Hutu and another Tutsi) appeared to have been caused by an argument over a woman" (Human Rights Watch, 2010:3) . There has also been evidence of people alleging genocide ideology while the real issue is jealousy (ibid). "There was also evidence of local politicians fabricating accusations of genocide ideologies in order to acquire land which belongs to those they are accusing" (Human Rights Watch, 2010:4) . However, perhaps the most controversial aspect of the 2008 Rwandan law on genocide was that it was used to shield the people of the Tutsi ethnic background from war crimes, the crimes related to the genocide and genocide ideology committed before, during, and after 1994. For example, Article 13 of the Rwandan genocide ideology which was supposed to set penalties against false accusers -simply states that "Any person found guilty of false accusations of the crime of genocide ideology referred to in Article 4 of this Law shall be liable to the punishment provided for by the penal Code" (Republic of Rwanda, 2008:3) . However, based on evidence provided here, if the person making an accusation is from the Hutu ethnic background then he/she is guilty of genocide ideology and must face the punishment which is described in different Articles of Chapter 2 of this law as summarised above. According to Ntaganzwa (2008:1) , "following the Rwandan Patriotic Front overthrow of General Habyarimana's regime in 1994; the mention of Muhutu/Mututsi on Identity Cards was quickly abolished and replaced by the word Munyarwanda in order to build a sense of national unity". "In a country where it has become a taboo to identify someone or oneself as either Tutsi or Hutu" (Kok, 2008:1) ; such ethnic segregation contradicts the Rwandan government's claim that it has eliminated reference to the ethnicity. It is on the basis of these criticisms that Kabonero (2010) and Onyiego (2010) argued that "the Rwandan government is using the laws of genocide ideologies to silence critics and political opponents to President Paul Kagame rather than to provide justice". Such critics also include people like Grant (2010:1) who argues that, "just before the 9 August 2010 elections, only the Hutu opposition candidates were targeted for arrest and jailed and charged with "divisionism" and "genocide ideology". According to Grant (2010:1) "among the political opponents who were victims of the Rwandan laws of genocide ideology was former president Pasteur Bizimungu, the president of the Party for Democracy and Renewal-Ubuyanja (PDR-Ubuyanja), who was arrested in 2002 and sentenced to 15 years' imprisonment for divisionism". "The crime was allegedly committed in the course of a magazine interview in which Bizimungu predicted Hutu violence and civil war unless the RPF started sharing power in a concrete and genuinely democratic way" (Uwizeyimana, 2012 :153, citing Grant, 2010 . They also include former Prime Minister, Faustin Twagiramungu, who was the main opposition candidate in the 2003 presidential election (ibid). In 2003 "Twagiramungu "opted to run as an independent candidate after the government banned his party, the Movement Democratic Republican (MDR), and had many of its members imprisoned" under the laws of genocide ideology" (Patten, 2004:1; Rwandan Dream Youth's Declaration, 2013: 1) . They also include Victoire Ingabire the president of the Unified Democratic Forces party -FDU Inkingi. Ingabire, who returned to Rwanda from the Netherlands with the intention of running in the 2010 presidential elections (Uwizeyimana, 2012:153; Uwizeyimana, 2014 :6, citing Patten, 2004 :1 and Grant, 2010 . When she arrived in Kigali, she allegedly called for the prosecution of those responsible for crimes against Hutus before, during, and after the 1994 Rwandan genocide (Uwizeyimana, 2014:6) . She was immediately arrested, jailed and charged under the Rwandan law of genocide ideology for allegedly "dividing the people of Rwanda and denying the 1994 genocide" (Uwizeyimana, 2014:6, citing Van Leeuwen & Houttuin, 2012:1) . Ingabire was finally given an eight year jail term in October 2012 ( Van Leeuwen & Houttuin, 2012) . Other victims of this Rwandan law of genocide ideology include foreign nationals such as Peter Erlinder, an American citizen and a lifetime-tenured professor of law at William Mitchell College of Law (WMCL) in the USA (Uwizeyimana, 2014) . "Prof Erlinder was accused and jailed under the Rwandan genocide laws in 2010 for allegedly promoting the double genocide" (Herman & Peterson, 2010:1-3) . Critics such as Nickit (2014:1) argue that "Professor Erlinder's only crime was that he acted as defence counsel on behalf of the Hutus accused of genocide at the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda from 2003 to 2011". It is said that Erlinder's crime was that he challenged "by use of evidence in the hands of the United Nations, the United States Department of State, and the Rwandan Government, the dominant narrative of the 1990 -1994 Rwandan war and attendant genocides" (Nickit, 2014:1) . They also include academics such as Alan Stam, a professor of international politics at the University of Michigan and his co-author and researcher, Professor Christian Davenport, who, "after many years of study, and interviews with survivors [Stam and Davenport] found evidence to conclude that a million people died, the vast majority of those who died were not Tutsi, but Hutu… and current Rwandan President Paul Kagame, a U.S. ally trained at Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, is guilty of war crimes of an extraordinary scale" (Stam & Davenport, 2009:8-9 , see also Garrison, 2010) . The two academics have been declared persona non grata for life in Rwanda, and their passports have been revoked simply because their research findings demonstrated that "genocide was only one among several forms of violence that occurred in Rwanda and that, contrary to the USA's and Rwandan government propaganda, atrocities in Rwanda were committed by both warring sides at the time" (Stam & Davenport, 2009:8-9 ).
Thus, "while prohibiting hate speech is a legitimate aim for any country which has had large scale ethnic tensions such as Rwanda" (Amnesty International Report, 2010:1); "the use of Rwandan laws of genocide ideology to target a certain category of its population and to silence both national and international government critics violates both national and international laws and conventions" (United Nations Declaration of Human Rights, 1948:1; Amnesty International, 2010:34) . Such laws include Rwanda's own constitution ("articles 6, 33, 34, as well as Articles 18, 19 of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights") which states that "Everyone has the right to freedom of thought, conscience and religion… (RDR, 2002: 2)" "It is also in direct violation of the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (Article 19) as well as the 1789 Declaration of the Rights of Man and of the Citizen (Articles 6, 8, 11) on free communication of ideas, opinions; and freedom of speech" (Dalporto, 2012:893) . Dalporto also argues that the "Rwanda's genocide ideology laws violate Article 20 of the African Charter of Human and Peoples' Rights" (Dalporto, 2012:893) . The pressure resulting from these criticisms led to the Rwandan government undertaking to review its 2008 law of genocide ideology. However, as it will be demonstrated later, a closer analysis of these amendments shows clearly that the core problems were not dealt with.
Amendment to the 2008 law of genocide ideology
Following many years of intense pressure and lobbying the Rwandan government finally announced its plan to amend its 2008 law of genocide ideology in 2010. Among the major problems was that "the 2008 law could not differentiate genocide ideology and related offences such as minimizing, negating, and justifying the genocide" (Yankurije, as quoted in Tabaro, 2012:1). The Rwandan government claims that its amended law of genocide ideology punishes only "an intentional act in public, whether in a speech, writing, video or other medium and that the action must be characterised by thoughts based on ethnicity, religion, nationality or race to foment genocide and/or support genocide" (Kwesiga, 2013:1) . The amendment sought to remove the vagueness and ambiguity from the law in the sense that the amended version outlines the differ¬ent acts that constitute genocide ideology (Gashugi, 2013:1 Gashugi, 2013:1) .
Another new element is that "under the amended law, criminal intent must be proved, and an act of inciting genocide must be carried out in public (with the term public defined as in front of more than one person)" (SAPA-AFP, 2013:1). However, the said amendments in the new law do not say anything about 1.3 million people who have been prosecuted and condemned, some to death penalties or longer jail terms, under the old laws of genocide. There is no doubt that many of these people have been rightly found guilty for crimes they have indeed committed. However, the fact that the laws of genocide were ambiguous and were sometimes used to settle personal differences or to achieve political gains, as argued by some organisations such as Amnesty International Report (2010), logically suggest that some of them could also have been found guilty for crimes they did not commit or something which is not necessarily a crime. However, while the Rwandan government claims that the amended law makes that difference clear (Yankurije, as quoted in Tabaro, 2012:1) a closer analysis of the amended law shows clearly that the amendment did not deal with, let alone eliminate all possible confusions. For example, according to the Human Right Watch Report 2012 "vague offenses such as approving of the genocide by "mocking" a person or group on the basis of shared characteristics are still included in the said amended law" (Human Rights Watch, 2012:1-3).
In addition, while Yankurije and the Rwandan government acknowledge that "In the 2008 law, people were being held responsible for things that were said in private, which led to the many false accusations, the said amendments do not address the fact that only the people (children and adults) and organisations of people of the Ethnic Hutu background are still the sole target for this law of genocide ideology". Furthermore, since the prosecution is said to be based -not on the actual statement, but on the underlying philosophy as determined by the State or its agents, the amendments in the new law do not provide objective measures to interpret and determine beyond reasonable doubt that the alleged criminal's thoughts constitute the crime of genocide ideology. Furthermore, according to Karake (2012:1) and the Freedom House Report (2013:10) "the law still restricts freedom of expression by retaining the notion of "genocide ideology" as a criminal offense and by excluding a clear distinction between a private conversation and public speech". Thus, according to the Human Right Watch Report 2012, "while the revisions of the laws on genocide ideology and media contained some positive amendments, they left open the possibility for inappropriate prosecutions for genocide ideology" (Human Rights Watch, 2012) .
Most importantly, the Rwandan law of genocide in general and its amended version in particular, are criticised by most Rwandans and non-Rwandan individuals and organisations for failing to recognise the fact that both Hutus and Tutsis were victims of genocidal violence that affected Rwandans before, during, and after the 1994 genocide (Human Rights Watch, 2012) . The recognition of the loss of lives on the side of the Hutus continues to be criminalised by the Rwandan law of genocide ideology and is called 'double genocide Theory" "or genocide denialism". This continues to be the case, despite the findings of a number of independent studies and testimonies by a number of former Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF/RPA) members which leave no shadow of doubt that both warring sides of the Rwandan war (1990) (1991) (1992) (1993) (1994) and beyond) committed atrocities against Rwandan citizens. These include Reyntjens, Des Forges and Stam, but also a number of former RPF rebels such as Kennedy Gihana and Ruzibiza (among others) who allege that indeed the double genocide took place in Rwanda before, during, and after the 1994 period. According to Reyntjens (1996:240) "the Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF) killed tens of thousands, maybe hundreds of thousands of Rwandans before, during, and after 1994". Reyntjens views are supported by Stam and Davenport's study which found that while "a million [of Rwandan] people died, the vast majority of those who died were not Tutsi, but Hutu… and current Rwandan President Paul Kagame [and RPF/A members] ... are guilty of war crimes of an extraordinary scale (Stam & Davenport, 2009) ." Des Forges argues that "the killings by the RPF were more selective, mainly targeting educated or politically active Hutus" (Des Forges, 1999:692) . The views of these authors are well supported by a number of RPF ex-combatants whose own hands did the killings. Among them are Kennedy Gihana (nicknamed Rambo), an ex-rebel soldier who was in the frontline of an attack on the capital Kigali in April 1994 (Pauw, 2013) . Gihana alleges that he and all other RPF combatants had been given "the orders to kill every Hutu, irrespective of age and gender" because according to him "Nobody was taking prisoners" (Gihana, cited in Pauw, 2013:17) . The testimony given by Major Alphonse Furuma, a former Rwandese Patriotic Army Political Commissar during the RPA war (1990) (1991) (1992) (1993) (1994) , and later Aide de Camp (ADC) to the former army Chief of Staff General Kayumba Nyamwasa (1998-2010) also alleges that "taking no prisoner of war" was a general policy of the RPF since its invasion on 1 October 1990 to the time it took power in Rwanda in 1994. According to Faruma "Kagame, the Commander-in-Chief of the Rwandan Patriotic Army (RPA) and Minister of Defence and Vice-President at the time (1994) (1995) (1996) (1997) (1998) (1999) (2000) (2001) (2002) ordered counter genocide massacres covering the entire nation immediately the genocide started". According to Gihana, all RPA Units were under orders to kill any Hutu on sight and for several months, and, according to him, "many soldiers did kill as many Hutu as they could" (Gasana, 2010) . Other people from the Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF) who allege that the genocidal massacre which took place in Rwanda since 1 October 1990 killed both Hutus and Tutsis, include General Kayumba Nyamwasa, the former Chief of Staff of Rwanda's armed forces; the late Colonel Karegeya, former Chief of external security/spy services; Major Rudasingwa, Kagame's former Director of Cabinet and Rwanda's first post-genocide ambassador to the US as well as Gerald Gahima, Rwanda's former Prosecutor General and Vice President of the Supreme Court, to name but a few (Gasana, 2010:10) . "All four former comrades-in-arms of President Paul Kagame now live in exile and many of them have international warrants of arrest for war crimes and crimes against humanity" -but not one of them was ever convicted for the same crimes in Rwanda (Fabricius & Roane, 2014:1) . Some of these former RPF soldiers, such as Nyamwasa, can be heard in the recently released documentary: The Rwanda's Untold Story" admitting the guilty and have publicly asked forgiveness for the crimes they have committed from the Rwandan people of the Hutu tribe (Corbin, 2014) . It is this continued contradiction in the current Rwandan law of genocide ideology which led Cobban (2001:1) to argue that "domestic trials which have been politicized and of which many Rwandans view as one-sided… compromise their ability to promote the rule of law". Most Rwandans, irrespective of their ethnic background, agree that there cannot be peace and reconciliation in Rwanda until those RPF members who killed the Hutus are also brought to justice and the Hutus are allowed to remember their own relatives who perished at the hands of RPF soldiers inside and outside the country (see Corbin, 2014) .
Thus, the only meaningful and new thing in the amended law is, that the punishments for genocide ideology and related offenses have been reduced. For example, while the 2008 law of genocide ideology prescribed punishments which could amount to 25 years or even life in prison plus fines between Frw 100,000 to 1,000,000, the punishments in the new law range from 5 to 9 years.
The Armenian Genocide (1915-1917)
According to Cohan (2005:333) "from 1915 to 1917 the Young Turk regime in the Ottoman Empire carried out a systematic, premeditated, centrally-planned genocide against the Armenian people". The Armenian Genocide refers to the "forced mass evacuation, execution, starvation, disease, the harsh environment, and physical abuse by the Turkish army of Armenians between 1915 and 1917 " (Smith, Markusen & Lifton, 1995 . Some estimate that between "80,000 and 300,000 Ottoman Armenians were killed between 1915 and 1917 (Cohan, 2005:333) but others mention more than 1 500 000 Armenian deaths" (Smith et al. 1995:3) . A closer look at the available literature identifies two possible causes of the Armenian genocide. The first is religion. It is said that the Armenians were Christians and a minority, while the Turks were Muslims and a majority (Smith et al. 1995:2) . Therefore, the Turkish government killed the Armenians because it considered them "religious infidels and political traitors" (Cohan, 2005:336) . The other is political. This is because, "when WWI broke out in 1914, leaders of the Young Turk regime (ruling the Ottoman Empire) sided with the Central Powers (Germany and Austria-Hungary), while the Armenians are said to have sided with the Russians" (Cohan, 2005) . The "Ottoman Empire was badly defeated by the Russians and their allies in the winter of 1914-15" (ibid). There is therefore a view that the Armenian community was made a "scapegoat for the Ottoman Empire's military losses at the hands of the Russians" (Cohan, 2005:336) . However, contrary to the Rwandan scenario discussed above, the Turkish government has never recognised the Armenian genocide and has continued to make extraordinary efforts to stop other governments from recognising that it occurred.
Turkish Efforts to deny the Armenian genocide of 1915-17
A number of western countries such as "Russia, France, the Vatican State and the USA claim that the massacres carried out by the Turkish government at the time were a case of genocide" (New World Encyclopaedia, 2012:1). However, literature shows that the Turkish government continues to make extraordinary efforts to stop other governments from recognising that the 1915 genocide against the Armenians occurred. "The narrative of the Turkish government and some of its supporters is that the deaths of thousands Armenians were the result of inter-ethnic strife and turmoil during World War I and not of a state-sponsored plan of mass extermination" (New World Encyclopaedia, 2012:1). Some of the extraordinary efforts being made by the Turkish government to deny the Armenian genocide and to stop other governments from recognising it include "making laws that criminalize describing the event as genocide, to publicly rebuke any government which recognises the Armenian genocide and most importantly to discredit any academic who presents evidence of this genocide" (Smith et al. 1995:3) . Perhaps one of the best articles that describes the Turkish government's efforts to deny the Armenian genocide of 1915-17 and its efforts to discredit any academic who presents evidence of this genocide was presented by Smith, Markusen & Lifton, in their 1995 article entitled "Professional Ethics and the Denial of Armenian Genocide" (Smith et al. 1995:3) . In this article, the authors argue that tactics of denial have shifted over the years, but they have always included "Trying to find scapegoats to blame for what they say was only a security measure that had gone awry due to unscrupulous officials, Kurds, and common criminals" (Smith et al. 1995:1) .
The Turkish government has also attempted to avoid the whole issue, "by silence, diplomatic efforts, and application of political and economic pressure where possible". For example, "in the 1930s, the Turkish government pressured the US State Department into preventing MGM Studios from producing a film based on Franz Werfel's The Forty Days of Musa Dagh, a book that depicted aspects of the Armenian genocide in a district located west of Antioch on the Mediterranean Sea, far from the Russian front" (Smith, et al. 1995:2) . In the 1960s, "prompted by the worldwide commemoration of the fiftieth anniversary of the Armenian genocide, efforts were made to influence journalists, teachers, and public officials to tell the other side of the story" (Smith et al. 1995) . This time, "foreign scholars were also encouraged to revise the record of genocide and to present an account largely blaming the Armenians or, in another version, wartime conditions which claimed the lives of more Turks than Armenians" (Smith et al. 1995:2) . It is not clear whether the Turkish government was trying to claim "double genocide" a concept which the Rwandan government is fighting hard to avoid. Thereafter, "Turkey tried to prohibit any mention of the genocide in a United Nations report and was successful in its pressure on the Reagan and Bush administrations in defeating Congressional resolutions that would have designated "April 24" of each year as a national day of remembrance of the Armenian genocide in the United States" (Smith et al. 1995:3) . The Turkish denial of the Armenian genocide has also attempted to exclude any mention of the genocide from American textbooks (Smith et al. 1995) . "Stronger efforts were made to prevent any discussion of the 1915 genocide being formally included in the social studies curriculum as part of Holocaust and genocide studies" (Smith et al. 1995:4) . In fact, the Turkish government has gone as far as attempting to disrupt academic conferences and public discussions of the genocide (Smith et al. 1995) . A notable example given by Smith, et al. (1995) , is that in which "Turkish officials threatened to disrupt a conference by force in Tel Aviv in 1982 if the Armenian genocide were to be discussed". The demand for the removal of the Armenian genocide was "backed up with threats to the safety of Jews in Turkey" (Smith, et al. 1995) . "The US Holocaust Memorial Council reported similar threats over plans to include references to the Armenian genocide within the interpretive framework of the Holocaust Memorial Museum in Washington" (Smith et al. 1995:4) .
The Turkish government efforts also include "funding research institutes and academic programmes designed to reject the Armenian genocide" (Smith et al. 1995:4) . For example, Smith, et al. (1995) depict an arrangement by which the "Turkish government channelled funds into a supposedly objective research institute in the United States, which in turn paid the salary of a historian who served that government, in its campaign to discredit scholarship on the Armenian genocide". In addition in the "1980s the Turkish government supported the establishment of "institutes" whose apparent purpose was to encourage research on Turkish history and culture" (Smith et al. 1995:4) . However, according to these authors, "at least one institute was used to encourage denial of Turkish genocide and otherwise improve Turkey's image in the West" (Smith, et al. 1995) . The Turkish government has been successful in stopping powerful countries from making the denial of the Armenian genocide a crime. For example, "in 2006, the French National Assembly passed a bill that would penalise what it called negationism of the Armenian Genocide" (Viscusi & Peker, 2011:12) . The law would punish denial of any genocide recognized by French law with as long as "a year in prison and a 45,000 Euro ($59,000) fine (2006 exchange rate)" (Viscusi & Peker, 2011:12) . However, because of the political and economic pressure from the Turkish government this law was ruled unconstitutional by the country's top judicial body before it was signed into Law by President Sarkozy (Viscusi & Peker, 2011) . After the French lower house approved the bill in 2006, "Erdogan blocked Gaz de France SA's participation in the 7.9 billion Euro Nabucco pipeline and suspended military relations with the French government" (Irish & Villelabeitia, 2011:1) . In 2010, "Turkey withdrew its ambassador from the US after a House of Representatives committee approved a resolution recognizing the killings as genocide" (Irish & Villelabeitia, 2011) .
The Jewish Holocaust (1941-1945)
The word "Holocaust," from the Greek words "holos" (whole) and "kauston" (burned), (i.e. literally, "a completely burned sacrifice, whole burnt-offering or destruction" (Fowler & Fowler, 1965:58) was "historically used to describe a sacrificial offering burned on an altar" (Wistrich, 1991) . "Since 1945, the word has been used to describe the mass murder of some 6 million European Jews (as well as members of some other persecuted groups, such as Gypsies and homosexuals) by the German Nazi regime during the Second World War (1933 War ( -1945 " (Wistrich, 1991:2) . It is believed that the Holocaust was a result of a doctrine known as "Anti-Semitism" which literally means "hostility towards the Jews" (Wistrich, 1991:2) . "To the anti-Semitic Nazi leader Adolf Hitler, Jews (and other non-Aryans) were an inferior race, an alien threat to German (i.e. Aryans) racial purity" (Elliott, 1970:242) . "After years of Nazi rule in Germany, during which Jews were consistently persecuted, Hitler's "final solution"-now known as the Holocaust; came to fruition under the cover of world war, with mass killing centres constructed in the concentration camps of occupied Poland between 1933 and 1945 " (Burleigh, 1991 .
The laws of genocide ideology and the prosecution and reparation of the victims of the holocaust
This paper has shown that the 1948 UN Convention for the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide came into force on 12 January 1951. Thus, "when the Nuremberg trials started in November 1945" (Overy, 2011:1) , this UN Convention was not in force for the trials of the Nazis who committed genocide against the Jewish people (1933 Jewish people ( -1945 . It is for this reason that "the Allied Control Council issued Control Law No. 10, established the basis for "the prosecution of war criminals and similar offenders was enacted by Allied Forces on 20 December 1945" (Linder, 2000:2) . "Each of the occupying authorities was authorized, in its occupation zone, to try persons suspected of committing war crimes under this law" (Linder, 2000:2) . "Many of the Nazi members and supporters were convicted and sentenced to death penalties, life imprisonment and different jail terms (ibid). Germany was also forced by the Allied Forces (USA, UK, France etc.) to admit the guilt of the Holocaust and to pay heavy reparations for the Jewish Holocaust of 1933 -1945 (AFP, 2010 . German reparations of about "£14 million each year were completed in 1965" (Elliott, 1970:242) . Therefore, unlike Turkey which denies the Armenian genocide and the Rwandan government (which denies the double genocide), Germany has never denied the responsibility of its people (i.e. the Nazis) in the Jewish Holocaust. In fact, Germany currently leads the efforts to criminalise Holocaust denial and the banning of the public display of Nazi insignia in all EU member states. "Recalling the way in which the anti-Semitic words of Hitler and other Nazi sympathisers paved the way for the horrors of Nazism", Brigitte Zypries, the current German minister of justice, states that "This historical experience put Germany under a permanent obligation to combat systematically every form of racism, anti-Semitism and xenophobia (Zypries cited in Ash, 2007:1) . Currently, there are about "237 countries and territories (such as Iran and Turkey etc.) where Holocaust denial is legally allowed (i.e. not a crime)"; but, a number of countries such as "Germany, Austria, Belgium, the Czech Republic, France, Germany etc. criminalise the denial of the Holocaust" (Weiller & Pech, 2009:1) . However, despite these convictions (and perhaps because the German government had taken full responsibility and was paying reparation to the newly founded Jewish state of Israel), there is no other known comprehensive lawsuit unifying the demands of the survivors of the Jewish Holocaust for reparation from the German government. The known recent case is the "Class action lawsuit", which is led by the Yesh organization for Children and Orphan Holocaust Survivors in Israel which demands compensation from the German government but, according to Regev (2009) 
Conclusion and Recommendations
The objective of this paper was to analyse literature in order to document circumstances surrounding the decision to implement (or not to implement) the genocide ideologies and the consequences such decisions have had on the "target" and "perpetrators" of genocide. Among the selected countries was the Rwandan genocide (1994), the Jewish Holocaust (1941) (1942) (1943) (1944) (1945) and the Armenian genocide . The article has found that such diversity of circumstances surrounding the genocides has led to different narratives in which the events described as genocide are emphasised by some (especially those who see themselves as the victims) while rejected by others (especially those who are alleged to be the perpetrators. However, Rwanda and Turkey are also different in some important ways. For example, while Rwanda goes to great lengths to deny the "double genocide" and use the "law of genocide ideology" to silence anyone who would like to raise such a sensitive issue, Turkey seems to somehow encourage it in its claim that more Turkish people died than Armenians (1915 Armenians ( -1917 . The Rwanda government tactically and systematically encourages the mentioning of the Rwandan genocide as the "Genocide against the Tutsis only (jenoside y'abatutsi)", in order to minimise claims that RPF members also killed Hutus; while the Turkish government seems to promote the view that Turks died and that the Armenian genocide was a simple administrative error. The differences in handling the issue of genocide that took place in these two countries is based on the fact that the RPF government currently running Rwanda is generally made up of an ethnic group which was the target of the 1994 genocide, which they squarely blame on the Hutu, while the Turkish government is accused of being the perpetrator of genocide against the Armenians. Therefore, while the government in Rwanda stands to benefit from the "status of being survivors/victims of the genocide", the Turkish governing elites stand to lose if they accept the guilt of having committed genocide. Most importantly, the Turkish government fears that an admission of guilt would impose the necessity of paying reparation to the Armenian victims of genocide (as Germany did to the Jews).
Finally, the Jewish Holocaust is different from the Rwandan and the Armenian genocides in so many important ways. For example, while a number of countries such as Iran and Turkey still deny the Jewish holocaust, the Jewish holocaust is unique in the sense that it has gained international acceptance especially in the European Union and the USA. The Jewish Holocaust was also different from any other known genocide because, unlike the Rwandan and Armenian genocides, the Jews were clearly and totally defenceless. That is, the Jews are the only victims of genocide who did not have a military organisation fighting for them against the group or country which committed the genocide. For example, unlike the Jewish Holocaust, the Tutsis in Rwanda had RPF and the Armenians had an army. The RPF army went on to take power while the Armenian army was disarmed before the start of the genocide. Therefore, other than ghetto rebellions undertaken in desperation, the murder of the Jews by the Nazis was not due to any opposition the Jews offered to the ruling Nazis or the German state. The Jews had no ambitions to overthrow the Nazi government as was the case with RPF members in Rwanda. There is also no known evidence to suggest that the Jewish community/state attempted to take revenge on the Germans, which would constitute a double genocide as is the case in Rwanda. Furthermore, unlike the Jewish genocide which included Jews who lived in countries such as Poland, USSR, and France etc.; members of the Rwandan government who committed the genocide in 1994 targeted the Tutsis who were living inside Rwanda at the time. The 1994 Rwandan genocide did not directly touch the Tutsis who lived in neighbouring Uganda, Tanzania, DRC, Burundi and other countries. Finally, unlike the Rwandan and the Armenian genocides which the perpetrators have always denied; Germany has not officially denied that a section of its people in the name of Nazis carried out the Jewish Holocaust. In fact, instead of denying the Jewish Holocaust or attempting to stop other countries from recognising it, Germany is leading the campaign to criminalise the denial of the Holocaust in other countries.
Based on the above analysis, a universal and just application of international laws of genocide and crimes against humanity is strongly recommended in order to punish all perpetrators of genocide and to avoid the real or perceived "victor's justice".
